From: Bush, Jodi

To: Amy Nicholas

Cc: Jeff Berglund

Subject: Fwd: GRSG 2015 Mining chapter is available for review
Date: Thursday, February 19, 2015 9:16:03 AM
Attachments: 20150219 MEM Bush Baxter RE Mining comm.pdf

Amy. Here are our comments. Please contact Jeff directly if you have any questions
and thanks for the extra day. JB

Jodi L. Bush

Field Supervisor

Montana Ecological Services Office
585 Shepard Way, Suite 1

Helena, MT 59601

(406) 449-5225, ext.205

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Berglund, Jeff <jeff berglund@fws.gov>

Date: Thu, Feb 19, 2015 at 7:17 AM

Subject: Fwd: GRSG 2015 Mining chapter is available for review
To: Jodi Bush <Jodi_Bush@fws.gov>

Hi Jodi - here are my comments for the mining chapter. Let me know of any
revisions / additions. Thanks!

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Bush, Jodi <jodi_bush@fws.gov>

Date: Tue, Feb 10, 2015 at 9:11 AM

Subject: Re: GRSG 2015 Mining chapter is available for review
To: "Nicholas, Amy" <amy_nicholas@fws.gov>

Cc: Jeff Berglund <jeff_berglund@fws.gov>

That would probably work fine. Thanks for the leeway. We'll get them to you
sooner if we can. JB

Jodi L. Bush

Field Supervisor

Montana Ecological Services Office
585 Shepard Way, Suite 1

Helena, MT 59601

(406) 449-5225, ext.205

On Tue, Feb 10, 2015 at 9:08 AM, Nicholas, Amy <amy_nicholas@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Jodi,

Thanks for letting me know. Time as always is an issue, but we would like MT to
weigh in on this one. If at all possible, could we have comments by Feb 23? If
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United States Department of the Interior ——
Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services
Montana Field Office
585 Shepard Way, Suite 1
Helena, Montana 59601-6287
Phone: (406) 449-5225; Fax: (406) 449-5339

February 19, 2015
Memorandum

TO: Greater Sage-Grouse Status Review Team
(Attn: Ron Baxter)

FROM: Jodi L. Eushj P@-e.@;ﬁfntaﬂa Ecological Services Field Office

SUBJECT:  Greater 8age-grouse Status Review: Comments Regarding Mining Chapter

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this difficult chapter. The author did
well handling the complicated subject matter. We have a few general and specific comments,
provided below as requested.

General
We suggest that the definitions for leasable, locatable, and saleable minerals be provided closer
to the front of the chapter since these terms are frequently used.

Specific comments

P.2, para. 2. We suggest that the specific figures (maps of mining locations) be cited here. Also,
we suggest it be clearly stated here that the state-specific mining information discussed (e.g., for

WY, UT, CO, NV) is for purposes of example, and not intended to be a comprehensive summary
of mining activity for each state. We recommend inserting the following after the third sentence:
“There are six major coal mines (two partially within a PAC) in eastern Montana (Montana Coal

Council 2015), with a seventh proposed.” The link for the reference is here:

http://montanacoalcouncil.com/index.htm

P.2, para. 3. The first sentence refers to “the sage-grouse conservation area” — does this mean a
PAC, GH, MZ, or something else? We should be as specific as possible.

P.3, para. 2. We recommend that the following be added to the end of the first sentence: *, and
also occurs in eastern Montana.”

P.5, para. 1. We suggest the insertion of “direct” proceeding “population-level impacts” at the
end of sentence 3.





P.10, Timing. We suggest that this section also include a brief discussion of how direct
(footprint) habitat loss can result in longer term impacts regardless of timing (i.e., if the habitat is
removed the birds will not use the area), and a general discussion of how adjacent mining
activities could affect grouse during spring mating/early brood rearing, fall late brood-rearing,
and winter (range-wide), realizing that specific analyses would need to be site-specific.

P. 11, Figure X-3. This figure shows existing mining, but might we include a similar figure to
address projected mining? For example, there is more bentonite claimed in SE MT (but not yet
mined) than is shown on the map. If possible to generate at this scale — and if we had access to
the information, it would be useful to develop another figure to depict claimed or permitted, but
not yet developed mines (under Projected Future Impacts). The same would go for coal (Fig X-
4).

P 12 & 13, Tables X-1 and X-2. It would provide useful context here to show (if possible
through GIS analysis) acres directly and indirectly impacted in PACs and GH. Also, we should
probably add a sentence clarifying that the impacted acres in the tables are likely not 100% sage-
grouse habitat (i.e., likely include non-habitat). If the information is available, proposed
expansions / new sites could be added to the tables also (or separate tables prepared for a new
section).

P.13, Figure X-4. FYI the figure appears to be missing the Westmoreland Absaloka Coal Mine
near Hardin, MT. Also, we’re not aware of an active coal mine in the location closest to the
MT/ND/SD border shown on the figure — might this be a historic mine? Here’s the link to the
most recent existing coal mine map information we’re aware of:
http://mslapps.mt.gov/Geographic_Information/Data/Datal.ist/datalist_Details.aspx?did=%7B15
E20207-B051-40C5-B3DA-30A82D5D281C%7D

If we were to include another figure for proposed coal mines, it should include the proposed
Otter Creek mine near Ashland, MT.

P.15, para. 1. The figures cited in the last sentence don’t appear to match up with the following
graph in Figure X-5 — unless we’re not reading that correctly.

P.17, para.]. When we say here that we anticipate mining will continue at about the same level
shown in the figures, do we mean at the same level as 2014 - or within the range of levels for all
years shown on the figures? It would be helpful to clarify that.

P.18, para.2. We recommend clarifying that bentonite is a locatable mineral.

P.19, para. 1. We suggest that “in areas not withdrawn from mineral entry” be inserted in the
middle of the first sentence following “locatable mineral resources”.

P.20, middle paragraph, last sentence. We recommend that “Avoid-Minimize-Mitigate™ be
replaced with “Avoid-Minimize-Compensate™ to avoid confusion with these terms.

P21, last sentence. Concludes that potential mining impacts are essentially those that will result
from locatable mineral development; however, there does not yet seem to be a specific
discussion of coal mining in this section (or in the summary) — and how threats would be





ameliorated. We suggest that coal mining be addressed further here, including a brief discussion
of how BLM will be addressing coal suitability allocations in their RMPs (when definitively
known). The coal unsuitability criteria at 43 CFR 3461 include essential habitat for resident fish
and wildlife species of high interest to the State (including active dancing and strutting grounds
for sage-grouse) — it’s our current understanding that BLM will be determining such areas in
priority management habitat as “unsuitable” when a proponent applies for a new lease (but not
for expansions within existing leases).

The pending CED table will probably cover this, but we also wanted to remind you of the
Thunder Basin Grasslands Prairie Ecosystem Association CCAA/CCA/CA, which occurs mainly
in WY but is proposing to include two coal mining properties in MT.

Thanks for the opportunity to review and comment. If you have further questions about our
comments, please contact Jeff Berglund at jeff berglund@fws.gov or 406-449-5225 ext. 206.











that ends up being a problem let me know.

Amy Nicholas, Ph.D.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

5353 Yellowstone Road, Suite 308A
Cheyenne, WY 82009
307-772-2374 Ext. 242

On Tue, Feb 10, 2015 at 8:23 AM, Bush, Jodi <jodi_bush@fws.gov> wrote:
Amy. My sg Bio -Jeff Berglund wont be back in the office until Feb. 18th. Do
we have any leeway with time? JB

Jodi L. Bush

Field Supervisor

Montana Ecological Services Office
585 Shepard Way, Suite 1

Helena, MT 59601

(406) 449-5225, ext.205

On Mon, Feb 9, 2015 at 5:20 PM, Nicholas, Amy <amy_nicholas@fws.gov>
wrote:
Hello All,

The Mining chapter is available for review, link below. Ron Baxter is the author. If you have
particular interest in reviewing this chapter please have comments back to me no later than Feb
18.

Again, at this stage we are asking review for logic and clarity of argument. Is the chapter
logically organized? Is the argument compelling? Are the dots connected? We are asking for
your questions or comments to be included in a memo (link below) not track changes. We will
have others doing technical edits at a later time.

20150205 MINING PMExp Rv
GRSG2015_CommentMemo_Template

We do not expect all project leaders to review every chapter. However, | will be sending out a
similar FYI for each chapter as it becomes available.

Don't hesitate to call if you have any questions.

Amy Nicholas, Ph.D.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

5353 Yellowstone Road, Suite 308A
Cheyenne, WY 82009
307-772-2374 Ext. 242

Jeff Berglund
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Fish and Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Montana Field Office

585 Shepard Way, Suite 1
Helena, MT 59601

(406) 449-5225, ext. 206



